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partner, knowing, or having reasonable cause to suspect, that it is
contrary to the consent of the other partners, cannot sue them (a)
2. And the indorsee of such bill taken in fraud of the partner-
ship, must prove that he innocently gave value for it (#)

(a)  Heilbut v. Neville, L. E , 5 C. P., 478.   Bat lev v. Backhouse,
Peake, 86,   Jones v. Yates, 9 B. & C., 532.   Jacaud v. French, 12
East., 317.   Laveson v. Lane, 13 0. B., N. S., 278.   Ex parte
Boribomis, 8 Yes., 540.   Green v. Deakin, 2 Stark., 347.   Ex paite
Goulding, 2 Gl & J., 118.   Fianlland v. McGusty, 1 Knapp., P. C.,
274.   Lord Galway v. MatUew, 10 East., 264.   Shernjf v. Wilkes,
1 East., 48

(b)  Arden v. Sharpe, 2 Esp., 524.   Wells v. Masterman, 2 Esp.,
731.   Ho00 v. Skeen, 34 L. J., C. P., 153.   Ridley v. Taylor, 13
East., 175.   SuttOTi v. Gtegory, 2 Peake, 150

210.    If the same person, a pa-rtner in two firms of the same
name, negotiates a bill in the common name of the firms, the
holder may sue either

Baker v. Gharlton, Peake 80.   Swan v. Steele, 7 East., 210

211.    Dissolution of partnership should be notified in The
Gazette, which will avail against persons ft ho have had no deal-
ings with the firm : but all customers and correspondents should
receive individual notice of dissolution ;  otherwise ex-partners
may still bind the firm to parties who have had no notice of the

fact

Heath v. San$om, 4 B. & Aid., 172. Sooth v. Quin, 1 Price, 193.
Godfrey v. Turribull, 1 Esp., 371. Graham v. Hope, Peake, 154.
Graham v. Thompson, Peake, 42. Newsome v. Coles, 2 Camp., 617.
Farrar v. Deflinne, 1 C. & K., 580. Williams v. Keatcs, 2 Stark.,
290

212.    The change of the names on the cheques of a firm of
bankers is a sufficient notice to their customers of a change in the
firm

Barfoot v. Goodhall, 3 Camp., 147

213.    After a dissolution of partnership the members are
separate individuals, and, therefore, all must join in signing a
bill (a)